The general comment of the authors about the discussion of Akyilmaz (2010) is that it does not bring any novelty to the published paper by Sertel, Cigizoglu, and Sanli (2008) . It mainly reflects the author's personal views and expectations on practical issues, usually based on speculations rather than scientific evidence. The Sertel, Cigizoglu, and Sanli (2008) paper is new and has a merit in that daily mean sea level is characterized comparatively with methods of artificial neural networks (ANNs), multiple linear regression (MLR), and least squares estimation. The results of the paper are interesting in that the available methods in the field are quantified relatively using one specific data set, and ANN methods and MLR show tremendous improvement in modeling over the classical approach least squares estimation. Furthermore, it is useful and necessary, because it satisfies the standards of a prestigious journal in the field. Therefore, the following information is found to be necessary to provide for the journal's readers to prevent the published discussion's negative and nonscientific effects.
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There is no general common scientific terminology for variable forecasting of sea level or other water resources. One of the authors of the paper has specialized in hydrological variable prediction, as reflected in several papers (Cigizoglu, 2005; Cigizoglu and Kişi, 2006; Kişi and Cigizoglu, 2007; Partal and Cigizoglu, 2008; Yagci et al., 2005) . Therefore, the terms ''forecasting,'' ''estimation,'' and ''prediction'' are all used interchangeably for varying purposes, and readers are used to that form.
In regard to the comments on one-day-in-the-future predictions, such predictions were not the main motivation of the paper; rather, they were just one of the outcomes for a particular case study. Due to high tidal energy in daily mean sea levels, neural network analysis was only able to manage one-day-in-the-future predictions for Newlyn tide gauge in the United Kingdom. This study should motivate researchers to generalize the ideas tested in the paper for a network of tide gauges in the future. Furthermore, we do not agree with speculations that one-day-in-the-future predictions have no contribution to coastal research. Daily mean sea level data are routinely used in climate change forecasting, storm surge detection, various oceanographical and meteorological studies, tectonics, extreme sea level event explanations, and tidal analysis (Ansell et al., 2006; Antunes and Taborda, 2009; Cayan et al., 2008; Firing and Merrifield, 2004; Gonzalo and Wyss, 1983; Kumar, 2001; Palumbo and Mazzarella, 1982; Pugh, 2004; Raicich, 2010; Shoji, 1978; Sultan, Ahmad, and Nassar, 1996; Ueda, Ohtake, and Sato, 2001; Zhu et al., 2009) . We expect Sertel, Cigizoglu, and Sanli (2008) will spark new research in such popular scientific issues.
In the published paper by Sertel, Cigizoglu, and Sanli (2008) , the performance of the estimation is evaluated with two criteria: the root-mean-square (RMS) error and the determination coefficient (R 2 ) for the testing period. In addition, the testing stage estimations are plotted, along with the observed values. These three comparison tools are more than sufficient, as reflected in the literature (Gedik et al., 2009 ). Furthermore, it was shown in the paper that MLR and neural network methods proved to be far superior to least squares estimation (i.e., R 2 of 0.71 vs. 0.19). It is not fair to restrict someone's mind to one of the outcomes, such as a one-day-in-the-future prediction. The researcher would, for instance, also use the tested methodology to verify a whole daily mean sea level record against outliers occurring due to storm surges (Sztobryn, 2003) . The results of such a study would shed light on research trying to solve various meteorological and oceanographical problems, especially in the modeling part (Ansell et al., 2006; Cayan et al., 2008; Raicich, 2010). On the other hand, the discusser states, ''We have used the same data.'' If there is more than one scientist involved in the discussion study, his or her name should appear in the author list of the discussion. Otherwise, the authors of the paper assume that the discussion was sent to the journal without the permission of the other author or authors of the discussion.
Setting one day's value for the next day would not contribute to the RMS of the data set; however, it would mask the real tidal energy that could be used to reveal, say, mesoscale eddy dynamics for that day (Firing and Merrifield, 2004) . In other words, it would not be possible to capture real diurnal or extreme changes by assigning the present day's value as tomorrow's value, as presented by Akyilmaz (2010) . In general, if his approach had been accepted, there would not have been any need for early warning studies. On the other hand, it is not fair to mislead the reader by putting the emphasis only on the comparison of the two specific sets of results, because the paper compares the results from five methods, including feed-forward backpropagation (FFBP) and radial basis function (RBF). Moreover, it was already stated in the paper that ''MLR results were similar to those of FFBP and RBF.''
The paper cannot be categorized as a review of the literature. To our knowledge, in review papers, no new research is presented. Rather, the author presents a new perspective or outlook using the findings in research papers presented in previously published academic journals. Hence, Sertel, Cigizoglu, and Sanli (2008) present an original investigation that conducted an experiment relating to daily mean sea level variations using various available methods. The findings of the paper can be extended with related climate change studies in the future.
We gathered the scientific evidence regarding the use of the daily mean sea levels from a spectrum of research fields. Page limitations allowed us to discuss only some or a little of the information available. The interest to employ daily mean sea levels and the availability of the data for the various purposes in the published literature clearly indicate that the paper by Sertel, Cigizoglu, and Sanli (2008) is likely to stimulate new research in the future. The paper has already proven to be ''useful and necessary,'' with a few key applications from the literature given here. This contradicts the arguments suggested in Akyilmaz (2010) .
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